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REPLY BRIEF 

Sir: 

In response to the Examiner's Answer dated June 18, 2008 and the communication dated* ' 
June 30, 2008, which themselves are in response to the Appeal Brief filed March 31 , 2008, Appellants 
respectfully submit this Reply Brief for entry and consideration in the appeal of this case. 



Appellants take this opportunity to respond to specific statements set forth in the Examiner's 
Answer. 

Appellants point out that in the Amendment filed September 28, 2007, qlycidyloxy was deleted 
from claim 7 as a possible substituent for an aryl group of X. Claim 1 was also amended to define X 
as in original claim 5, minus alvcidvloxv as a possible substituent for an aryl group of X . 
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Please see lines 5 and 6 from the bottom of claim 1 and the last line of claim 7. The possible 
substituents of an aryl group of X are clearly defined and no longer include glycidyloxy. 

Thus, the Examiner's assertion in section (10) of the Examiner's Answer that "claim 1 
necessarily encompassed glycidyloxy substituents on applicants aryl groups... claim 1 still 
encompasses glycidyloxy" is not correct . Glycidyloxy as a substituent for an aryl of X has been 
deleted from the present claims. 

The Examiner goes on to argue that one would conclude that alkyl of the last two lines of claim 
7 were open to substitution, thus still allowing overlap with Chin. As glycidyloxy is deleted as a 
possible substituent of aryl of X, the claims now cannot encompass this possibility. 

Appellants submit that there is a clear line of demarcation between the disclosure of Chin and 
the present claims. 

Appellants aver that the Appeal Brief filed March 31 , 2008 and this Reply Brief address and 
successfully rebut the Examiner's arguments presented in the Office Action of October 30, 2007 and 
the Examiner's Answer of June 18, 2008. Appellants aver that the rejections of the present claims 
under 35 USC 102(e) are overcome. Appellants aver that these rejections are in error and should be 
reversed. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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